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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-30 are pending and have been examined. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 02 February 
2004 was considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Claims 26-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the 
time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. New 
subject matter is the use of "different call signature" in relation to bound methods. 
This is interpreted as a "dispatch identifier" for purposes of rejection. 

3. Claims 26-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. Non-enabled subject matter is the 
use of "different call signature" in relation to bound methods. This is interpreted 
as a "dispatch identifier" for purposes of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 and 3-4, 6-18 and 23-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over "C++ Builder 5 Features & Benefits" by Jurgen 
Fesslmeier in view of Gardner et al. (USPN 6,701 ,352). 

Claim 1 

C++ Builder disclosed in a computer system, a method of generating a interface 
implementation (page 9, box "IDL Integration" and page 1 1, box "Integrated Type 
Library Creation Reduces the Number of Programming Tasks"), the method 
comprising: 

♦ receiving definition information (page 9, box "IDL Integration", IDL is 
definition information) interface features of a interface, interface 
including plural methods and one or more other methods (page 9, 
box "IDL Implementation"); 

♦ receiving programming language code for the one or more other 
methods, each of the one or more other methods having a name 
(page 9, box "IDL Integration", C++ Implementation); 

♦ based upon the definition information and the programming 
language code, generating a interface implementation for operating 
the one or more other methods (C++ Builder environment has IDL 
and C++ code), interface implementation including: 
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♦ executable code for the one or more other methods (C++ 
Builder environment has IDL and C++ code); 
C++ Builder did not explicitly state dispatch interface from the definition 
information. Gardner demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to 
implement dispatch interfaces (column 7, line 57 to column 8, line 24); including 
executable code for mapping identifiers (column 8, lines 1-15); and executable 
code for calling the other methods (column 8, lines 1-15). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to implement the 
automated system of C++ Builder with late binding as found in Gardner's 
teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because one of 
ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide object interface for as many 
environments as possible in order to facilitate greater acceptance and use in the 
marketplace. Furthermore, both reference involve CORBA object linking. 

Claim 3 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the method of claim 1 wherein a file 
includes the programming language code and a statement for importing the 
definition information (C++ Builder: page 11, box Integrated Type Library 
Creation Reduces the Number of Programming Tasks"). 

Claim 4 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the method of claim 1 wherein the 
generating comprises: in the second dispatch method implementation code, 
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creating code for handling the arguments of one of the one or more other 
methods with a generic data structure (Gardner: column 8, lines 1-15). 

Claim 6 

C++ Builder and Gardner did not explicitly state the method of claim 1 wherein 
the dispatch interface implementation further includes: 

♦ executable code for a third dispatch method, the third dispatch method 
for determining the availability of type information for the dispatch 
interface (C++ Builder: page 1 1, box Integrated Type Library 
Creation Reduces the Number of Programming Tasks"; Gardner: 
column 8, lines 1-15); and 

♦ executable code for a fourth dispatch method, the fourth dispatch 
method for retrieving available type information for the dispatch 
interface (Gardner: column 8, lines 1-15). 

Claim 7 

C++ Builder disclosed the limitation 

♦ A computer readable medium having stored thereon a computer 
executable compiler system that generates a implementation from 
definition information and programming language code (page 9, box 
"IDL Integration"), the compiler system comprising: 

♦ a front end module that receives definition information and 
programming language code, the definition information defining 



Application/Control Number: 09/61 1 ,402 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2124 

interface features of a interface, the programming language code 
for implementing one or more methods (page 9, box "IDL 
Integration", IDL is definition information and C++ Implementation); 

♦ a converter module that identifies relations between the definition 
information and the one or more methods (C++ Builder 
environment has IDL and C++ code, which are automatically 
correlated); and 

♦ a back end module that generates a interface implementation 
based upon the relations, the interface implementation for operating 
the one or more methods (page 9, box "IDL Integration" and page 

1 1 , box "Integrated Type Library Creation Reduces the Number of 

Programming Tasks"). 
C++ Builder did not explicitly state late bound. Gardner demonstrated that it 
was known at the time of invention to utilize definition languages to implement 
dynamic/late binding, dispatchable (column 7, line 57 to column 8, line 24). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to implement the automated system of C++ Builder with late binding as found in 
Gardner's teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide object interface for 
as many environments as possible in order to facilitate greater acceptance and 
use in the marketplace. Furthermore, both reference involve CORBA object 
linking. 
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Claim 8 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the compiler system of claim 7 wherein the 
converter module identifies one or more relations, each relation between one of 
the one or more late bound methods and a corresponding identifier, and wherein 
based upon the one or more relations the back end module generates for each of 
the one or more late bound methods code mapping the name of the late bound 
method to the corresponding identifier for the late bound method (Gardner: 
column 8, lines 9-11). 

Cla im 9 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the compiler system of claim 7 wherein the 
converter module identifies one or more relations, each relation between one of 
the one or more late bound methods and a corresponding identifier, and wherein 
based upon the one or more relations the back end module generates for each of 
the one or more late bound methods code for calling the late bound method upon 
receipt of the corresponding identifier for the late bound method (Gardner: 
column 8, lines 1-11). 

Claim 10 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the compiler system of claim 7 wherein the 
converter module identifies one or more relations, each relation between type 
information and an argument of one of the one or more late bound methods, and 
wherein based upon the one or more relations the back end module generates 
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code for handling the arguments of the late bound method with a generic data 
structure (Gardner: column 8, lines 7-11). 

Claim 11 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the compiler system of claim 7 wherein the 
converter module identifies a relation between a property indicator and one of the 
one or more late bound methods, and wherein based upon the relation the back 
end module generates code for retrieving or setting a corresponding property 
through the late bound method (Gardner: column 8, lines 1-15; dispatch). 

Claim 12 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the compiler system of claim 7 wherein the 
late binding interface implementation is part of a combined early binding and late 
binding interface implementation, and wherein the back end module further 
generates an early binding interface implementation for the one or more late 
bound methods (combination provides static with IDL and dynamic with ODL). 

Claim 13 

C++ Builder disclosed a computer readable medium having stored thereon 
computer executable instructions for performing a method of automatically 
generating a interface implementation (page 9, box IDL Integration"), the method 
comprising: 
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♦ receiving programming language code for one or more methods of 
a late binding interface (page 9, box "IDL Integration", C++ 
implementation): 

♦ receiving definition information that defines interface features of the 
late binding interface (page 9, box "IDL Integration", IDL is definition 
information)] 

♦ based upon the programming language code and the definition 
information (C++ Builder environment has IDL and C++ code), 
generating a interface implementation for operating the one or more 
methods, the interface implementation including one or more 
methods, a first method for calling the one or more methods 
responsive to client requests (page 9, box "IDL Integration" and 
page 1 1, box "Integrated Type Library Creation Reduces the 
Number of Programming Tasks"). 

C++ Builder did not explicitly state late bound. Gardner demonstrated that it 
was known at the time of invention to utilize definition languages to implement 
dynamic/late binding, dispatchable (column 7, line 57 to column 8, line 24). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to implement the automated system of C++ Builder with late binding as found in 
Gardner's teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide object interface for 
as many environments as possible in order to facilitate greater acceptance and 
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use in the marketplace. Furthermore, both reference involve CORBA object 
linking. 

Claim 14 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the computer readable medium of claim 13 
wherein the first late binding method lacks a call to a separate late binding 
interface implementation (Gardner: the rejection of claim 15 is incorporated 
herein, for the first late bound method). 

Claim 15 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the computer readable medium of claim 13 
wherein a second late binding method maps names of the one or more late 
bound methods to corresponding identifiers for run time binding, and wherein the 
second late binding method lacks a call to a separate late binding interface 
implementation. Gardner demonstrated that it was known at the time of 
invention to utilize a dispatch table, which is the functionality described above 
(column 8, lines 1-15). 

Claim 16 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the computer readable medium of claim 13 
wherein the late binding interface implementation includes a second late binding 
method for determining the availability of type information, and wherein the late 
binding interface implementation further includes a third late binding method for 
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retrieving available type information. However, this limitation is found in the 
same manner as claim 15, the rejection being incorporated herein using 
Gardner. 

Claim 18 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the computer readable medium of claim 13 
wherein the generating comprises: identifying type information for an argument of 
a first late bound method; for the implementation for the first late binding method, 
generating code for handling the argument with a generic data structure. 
However, this limitation is found in the same manner as claim 15, the rejection 
being incorporated herein using Gardner. 

Claim 23 

C++ Builder disclosed in a computer system, a method of automatically 
generating client side call site code (page 9, box "IDL Integration"), the method 
comprising: 

♦ receiving definition information for interface features of a interface 
(page 9, box "IDL Integration", IDL is definition information); 

♦ receiving programming language code for calling a method of the 
interface (page 9, box "IDL Integration", C++ implementation); 

♦ based upon information for one or more input arguments of the 
method, generating code (C++ Builder environment has IDL and 
C++ code; page 9, box "IDL Integration" and page 11, box 
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"Integrated Type Library Creation Reduces the Number of 

Programming Tasks") 
C++ Builder did not explicitly state type information and late bound and code for 
packing the one or more arguments into a generic argument data structure; and 
generating code for calling the late bound method through an invocation method 
of the late binding interface, wherein the calling includes passing the generic 
argument data structure to the invocation method. Gardner demonstrated that it 
was known at the time of invention to utilize late bound interfaces and methods 
(column 7, line 57 to column 8, line 24); to utilize packing and unpacking from a 
data structure (column 8, lines 1-15); and type information (column 8, lines 7-15). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement C++ Builder's system of programming using integrated 
IDL with the ability to create interfaces for late bound situations; packing and 
unpacking; and type information as found in Gardner's teaching. This 
implementation would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art 
would be motivated to develop interfaces for as many situations as possible and 
thus improve competitiveness and user convenience, including late bound, 
especially when those interfaces are needed for so many applications. 

Claim 24 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the method of claim 23 further comprising: 
based upon type information for a return value of the late bound method, 
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generating code for unpacking the return value from a generic return value data 
structure (Gardner: column 8, lines 1-15). 

Claim 25 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the method of claim 23 further comprising: 
generating code for calling a mapping method of the late binding interface, the 
mapping method associating a late bound method name with an identifier 
(Gardner: column 8, lines 1-15). 

Claim 26 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the method of claim 1 wherein the second 
dispatch method has a call signature different from each of the one or more other 
methods (Gardner: column 8, lines 7-11). 

Claim 27 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the compiler system of claim 7 wherein the 
late binding interface implementation includes one or more late binding methods 
each having a call signature different from the one or more late bound methods 
(Gardner: column 8, lines 7-11). 
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Claim 28 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the computer readable medium of claim 13 
wherein the first late binding method has a call signature different from each of 
the one or more late bound methods (Gardner: column 8, lines 7-11). 

Claim 29 

C++ Builder, Gardner and Jacobson disclosed the method of claim 20 wherein 
the late binding method has a call signature different from each of the one or 
more dual bound methods (Gardner: column 8, lines 7-11). 

Claim 30 

C++ Builder and Gardner disclosed the method of claim 23 wherein the 
invocation method has a call signature different from the late bound method 
(Gardner: column 8, lines 7-11). 

6. Claims 2 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over "C++ Builder 5 Features & Benefits" by Jurgen Fesslmeier in 
view of Gardner et al. (USPN 6,701 ,352) as applied to claim 1 and in further 
view of Yellin et al. (USPN 5,946,489). 

Cla im 2 

C++ Builder and Gardner did not explicitly state the limitation wherein the 
definition information is embedded in a file for the programming language code. 
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Yellin demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to place code of 
one type within a file of a differing type of code (column 8, lines 21-26; inlining). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement the compiling system of C++ Builder and Gardner with 
inlining (of IDL) as suggested by Yellin's teaching. This implementation would 
have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
provide as much information in a single and thus readily available source. 
Furthermore, C++ Builder implied the definition information could be embedded 
in the programming language code file (C++ Builder: page 1 1 , box "Integrated 
Type Library Creation Reduces the Number of Programming Tasks"). 

Claim 17 

C++ Builder and Gardner did not explicitly state the limitation wherein the 
definition information is embedded in a file for the programming language code. 
Yellin demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to place code of 
one type within a file of a differing type of code (column 8 ? lines 21-26; inlining). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to implement the compiling system of C++ Builder and Gardner with 
inlining (of IDL) as suggested by Yellin's teaching. This implementation would 
have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
provide as much information in a single and thus readily available source. 
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7. Claim 5 and 19-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over "C++ Builder 5 Features & Benefits" by Jurgen Fesslmeier in 
view of Gardner et al. (USPN 6,701 ,352) as applied to claim 1 and in further 
view of Jacobson et al. (USPN 6,389,491). 

Claim 5 

C++ Builder and Gardner did not explicitly state the method of claim 1 wherein 
the dispatch interface implementation is part of a dual interface implementation, 
the method further comprising: generating executable code for directly invoking 
the one or more other methods through a vtable mechanism at run time. 
Jacobson demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to utilize dual 
interface working together (column 4, line 10 to column 5, line 12) including 
vtable mechanism. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to implement the interface generation system of C++ 
Builder and Gardner with dual interfaces as found in Jacobson's teaching. 
This implementation would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in 
the art would be motivated to provide a system capable of communicating with as 
many environments as possible, furthermore Jacobson is implementing COM, 
which is known to C++ Builder. 

Claim 19 

C++ Builder and Gardner did not explicitly state wherein the late binding 
interface implementation adjoins an early binding interface implementation, the 
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method further comprising: generating the early binding interface implementation 
for directly invoking the one or more late bound methods, Jacobson 
demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to utilize dual interface 
working together (column 4, line 10 to column 5, line 12). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to implement the 
interface generation system of C++ Builder and Gardner with dual interfaces as 
found in Jacobson's teaching. This implementation would have been obvious 
because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide a system 
capable of communicating with as many environments as possible, furthermore 
Jacobson is implementing COM, which is known to C++ Builder. 

Claim 20 

C++ Builder disclosed the limitation: 

♦ In a computer system, a method of automatically generating an 
interface implementation (page 9, box "IDL Integration"), the method 
comprising: 

♦ receiving programming language code; for one or more methods of 
an interface (page 9, box "IDL Integration", C++ implementation); 

♦ receiving definition information that defines interface features of the 
interface (page 9, box "IDL Integration", IDL is definition 
information); 

♦ based upon the programming language code and the definition 
information, generating an interface (C++ Builder environment has 
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IDL and C++ code; page 9, box "IDL Integration" and page 1 1 , box 
"Integrated Type Library Creation Reduces the Number of 
Programming Tasks"), 
C++ Builder did not explicitly state late bound. Gardner demonstrated that it 
was known at the time of invention to utilize definition languages to implement 
dynamic/late binding, dispatchable (column 7, line 57 to column 8, line 24). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to implement the automated system of C++ Builder with late binding as found in 
Gardner's teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide object interface for 
as many environments as possible in order to facilitate greater acceptance and 
use in the marketplace. Furthermore, both reference involve CORBA object 
linking. 

Jacobson demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to utilize dual 
interface working together (column 4, line 10 to column 5, line 12). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
implement the interface generation system of C++ Builder and Gardner with 
dual interfaces as found in Jacobson's teaching. This implementation would 
have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
provide a system capable of communicating with as many environments as 
possible, furthermore Jacobson is implementing COM, which is known to C++ 
Builder. 
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Claim 21 

C++ Builder, Gardner and Jacobson disclosed the method of claim 20 wherein 
the late binding mechanism maps names of the one or more methods to 
corresponding identifiers at run time (column 8, lines 7-11). 

Claim 22 

C++ Builder, Gardner and Jacobson disclosed the method of claim 20 wherein 
the generating comprises: identifying type information for an argument of a first 
method; for the late binding mechanism, creating code for handling the argument 
with a generic data structure (column 8, lines 7-11). 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-25 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

9. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
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filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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